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1.  The  right  to  vote  provides  citizens  a  voice  within  governments  that  have  neglected 
their  needs.  Without  a  voice,  distrust  between  citizens  and  their  government  breeds  stagnation. 
Given  a  vote  and  a  voice,  communities  can  together  demand  from  their  government  the 
representation  and  resources  they  need  to  rise  above  their  shared  predicaments. 

2.  The  Skid  Row  community  is  vibrant,  and  racially  diverse  community  comprised  of 
small  business  owners,  wholesalers,  non-profits,  activists,  and  artists.  It  is  also,  generally,  a  low- 
income  community,  that  includes  the  largest  homeless  population  in  the  United  States.  At  last 
count,  that  population  of  approximately  4,633  homeless  persons  was  62%  Black.  ( See  Exhibit  1.) 

3.  Local  government  has  long-neglected  the  Skid  Row  community’s  needs,  which 
include  permanent  supportive  housing  for  its  homeless  population,  clean  streets,  public  restrooms, 
and  readily-available  spaces  for  community  gatherings.  (See,  generally,  Exhibit  2.)  Nowhere  is  it 
more  apparent  that  our  criminal  justice,  health  and  welfare  systems  have  failed  a  large  portion  of 
our  population  or  that  institutionalized  racism  continues  to  be  a  very  serious  problem  in  this 
country,  over  50  years  after  the  passage  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act.  ( See  id.  at  pp.  14-15.) 

4.  In  December  2016,  residents  of  Skid  Row  applied  to  separate  from  their  existing 
Neighborhood  Council,  the  Downtown  Los  Angeles  Neighborhood  Council  (“DLANC”),  to  better 
address  long-standing  suffering  within  their  community.  Neighborhood  Councils  are  City-certified 
entities  that  are  empowered  to  take  formal,  albeit  advisory,  positions  on  local  legislation,  as  well  as 
receive  funding  for  community  programming.  As  such,  Neighborhood  Councils  can  be  powerful 
tool  for  communities  seeking  to  pool  their  resources  and  participate  in  civic  life.  One  component 
of  their  advisory  authority,  is  the  ability  to  provide  development  initiatives  within  their  boundaries 
the  community  support  required  for  approval  by  the  City  Council.  It  is  this  latter  ability,  and  the 
community’s  alignment  with  its  low-income  residents,  that  brought  the  will  of  downtown 
development  interests  to  bear  on  the  Skid  Row  separation  effort. 

5.  Working  together,  in  the  months  leading  up  to  the  Skid  Row  Subdivision  Election, 
DLANC,  its  lobbyists,  and  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  itself,  created  new  laws  and  broke  existing 
laws,  all  to  unconstitutionally  suppress  the  vote  of  the  already-marginalized  Skid  Row  community. 
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Nevertheless,  in  the  final  vote  count,  the  Skid  Row  community  lost  the  Subdivision  Election  by 
only  60  votes. 

6.  Since  the  election,  the  City  and  County  of  Los  Angeles  have  rapidly  mobilized  to 
unconstitutionally  criminalize  and  force  institutionalize  the  Los  Angeles  homeless  population, 
clearing  the  streets  for  more  profitable  development  and  the  2028  Olympic  games.  (See,  generally, 
Exhibits  3,  4,  5  and  6.)  Meanwhile,  there  has  been  no  accountability  for  Proposition  HHH 
funding,  which  voters  specifically  approved  to  provide  permanent  supportive  housing  for 
homeless  in  Los  Angeles.  (See  Exhibit  7.)  What  has  been  missing  is  a  City-certified  voice  that  is 
capable  of  speaking  on  behalf  of  and  rebuilding  trust  with  Los  Angeles’  most  vulnerable 
population,  while  simultaneously  addressing  the  issues  that  population  faces  with  wisdom, 
creativity  and  compassion. 

7.  Accordingly,  Petitioners  Skid  Row  Neighborhood  Council  Lormation  Committee, 
an  unincorporated  association,  Jeff  Page,  an  individual,  Katherine  McNenny,  an  individual,  and 
DOES  1  through  3  (hereinafter,  collectively,  “Petitioners”),  hereby  petition  this  Court  for  a  writ  of 
mandate  pursuant  to  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  section  1085,  for  administrative  mandamus  pursuant 
to  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  section  1094.6  and  for  declaratory  relief,  to  reestablish  the  rule  of  law, 
award  the  SRNC-LC  its  well-deserved  Neighborhood  Council,  and  secure  its  community  the  voice 
and  resources  they  need,  as  follows: 

JURISDICTION  AND  VENUE 

8.  This  Court  has  jurisdiction  under  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  §§  525,  1060,  1085,  and 
1094.6. 

9.  Venue  in  proper  in  the  Superior  Court  of  Los  Angeles  under  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  §§  393  and  395  because  Respondents  in  this  action  are  public  entities  situated  in  the 
City  of  Los  Angeles  and  because  the  acts  and  omissions  complained  of  in  this  Petition  took  place 
in  the  City  of  Los  Angeles 

\\ 

\\ 

PARTIES 
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needs”  including  “the  many  diverse  interests  in  communities.”  ( See  Exhibit  8.)  The  new  Charter 
created  a  Department  of  Neighborhood  Empowerment  and  tasked  it  with  formulating  a  “Plan  for 
the  Citywide  System  of  Neighborhood  Councils.”  These  regulations,  would,  amongst  other  things, 
provide  minimum  standards  to  ensure  neighborhoods  would  have  a  voice  in  their  development. 
(See  Exhibit  9.)  The  Plan  was  approved  by  the  City  Council  on  May  25,  2001. 

19.  Department  of  Neighborhood  Empowerment  ('“DONE”!:  DONE  is  the  City  agency 
in  charge  of  administering  the  City  wide  System  for  Neighborhood  Councils.  DONE’s 
responsibilities  are  enumerated  under  Los  Angeles  Administrative  Code  section  22.800  et  al.  (See 
Exhibit  10.)  It’s  primary  duty  is  to: 

“ Assist  all  groups  and  stakeholders... so  they  will  have  an  equal 
opportunity  to  form  and  develop  Neighborhood  Councils  by... 
providing  assistance  to  areas  of  the  City  with  traditionally  low  rates 
of  participation  in  government... and  mitigating  barriers  to 
participation. . .  ” 

(Ex.  10  at  p.  X) 

20.  Board  of  Neighborhood  Commissioners  f“BONC”l:  BONC  is  a  government  entity 
established  to  oversee  DONE.  Although  it  has  broad  and  binding  policy-making  authority  with 
respect  to  the  CSNC,  its  authority  is  subordinate  to  the  City  Council’s  legislative  authority.  With 
respect  to  DONE,  BONC  is  responsible  for  policy  setting,  oversight  and  contract  approval,  but  it 
is  limited  to  an  advisory  role  in  DONE’s  day-to-day  management. 

21.  Neighborhood  Councils  (NCs):  NCs  are  local  representative  bodies  that  address 
local  issues  and  organize  community  programming  for  Stakeholders  within  a  given  geographic 
area.  In  April  2016,  the  City  Council  gave  NCs  the  authority  to  take  formal  positions  on  City 
Council  agenda  items  via  the  submission  of  Community  Impact  Statements.  (See  Exhibit  9  at  p. 
35.)  To  effect  their  purposes,  each  of  the  99  NCs  in  Los  Angeles,  receives  approximately  $47,000 
in  funding  from  the  City  each  year. 

A  2007  report  by  the  U.S.C.  School  of  Public  Policy,  Planning  and  Development  found 
that  “[t]he  overall  picture  [of  neighborhood  councils]  is  one  of  “elite”  dominated  boards,  with 
high-income  residents  overrepresented  compared  to  LA  City  residents  as  a  whole”  and  that  “the 
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racial  and  ethnic  composition  of  neighborhood  council  boards  does  not  mirror  that  of  Los 
Angeles  residents.”  ( See  Exhibit  11.) 

22.  Business  Improvement  District  (“BID”):  An  organization  comprised  of  business  and 
property  owners  located  within  a  geographically  defined  area  that  pay  an  assessment  that  is  used 
to  fund  special  services  within  their  boundaries,  such  as  private  security,  street  cleaning,  and 
lobbying  activity.  BIDs  within  the  proposed  Skid  Row  Subdivision  include  the  Downtown 
Industrial  Business  Improvement  District  (administered  by  the  Central  City  East  Association),  the 
Fashion  District  Business  Improvement  District  and  the  Historic  Core  Business  Improvement 
District.  BIDs  often  have  a  heavy,  and  pro-business  hand  in  the  City’s  policies  towards  its 
homeless  population  and  utilized  resources  to  undermine  the  Skid  Row  Subdivision  effort. 

23.  Stakeholder  -  Stakeholders  are  members  of  a  given  Neighborhood  Council.  To  be 
qualified  as  a  Stakeholder  and  vote  in  a  particular  Neighborhood  Council  election,  one  must  live, 
work,  or  own  real  property  in  the  neighborhood  or  “declare  a  stake  in  the  neighborhood  as  a 
community  interest  stakeholder,  defined  as  a  person  who  affirms  a  substantial  and  ongoing 
participation  within  the  neighborhood  council’s  boundaries,  and  who  may  be  in  a  community 
organization  such  as,  but  not  limited  to,  educational,  non-profit,  and/or  religious  organizations.” 
(See  Exhibit  9  at  pp.  17,  24.) 

24.  Downtown  Los  Angeles  Neighborhood  Council  (DLANC):  DLANC  is  the 
Neighborhood  Council  that  presently  represents  the  area  of  the  City  known  as  Skid  Row.  The 
DLANC  Board  does  not  include  seats  for  all  Stakeholders  in  the  Skid  Row  neighborhood,  such  as 
low-income  members  of  the  Skid  Row  community. 

25.  Skid  Row  -  Skid  Row  is  a  neighborhood  in  downtown  Los  Angeles,  that  has 
historically  been  a  place  where  low-income  individuals  can  find  housing  and  supportive  social 
services.  (See  Exhibit  12.)  It  is  comprised  of  approximately  fifty  city  blocks  immediately  east  of 
the  financial  district,  and  is  bordered  by  Third  Street  to  the  north,  Seventh  Street  to  the  south, 
Alameda  Street  to  the  east,  and  Main  Street  to  the  west.  (See  Id.;  and  Jones  v.  City  of  Los 
Angeles.  (9th  Cir.  2006)  444  F.3d  1118,  1121,  vacated.  (9th  Cir.  2007)  505  F.3d  1006.) 
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26.  Historic  Cultural  Neighborhood  Council  fHCNQ-  The  Neighborhood  Council  that 
represents  the  Arts  District,  El  Pueblo,  Solano  Canyon,  Chinatown,  Little  Tokyo  and  Victor 
Heights. 

27.  Subdivision  Election  -  A  City-established  procedure  whereby  Stakeholders  within 
an  existing  Neighborhood  Council  district  may  apply  to  DONE  to  be  removed  from  their  existing 
Neighborhood  Council,  or  “subdivide,”  and  organize  as  a  separate  Neighborhood  Council.  ( See 
Exhibit  9  at  35-36.)  Within  90  days  of  the  date  DONE  accepts  a  given  Subdivision  Application,  it 
will  conduct  a  referendum  election  at  which  Stakeholders  in  the  existing  Neighborhood  Council 
may  vote  on  whether  to  approve  the  Subdivision.  In  typical  Neighborhood  Council  elections,  there 
is  only  one  polling  location.  ( See  Exhibit  13.)  The  Skid  Row  and  Hermon  Subdivision  Elections 
were  the  first  of  their  kind  in  the  history  of  the  City  of  Los  Angeles. 

28.  2017  Subdivision  Election  Manual  f“2017  Election  Manual”!  -  On  March  23,  2017, 
just  thirteen  days  before  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election,  DONE  published  the  “2017 
Subdivision  Election  Manual”  which  provided  new  and  Petitioner’s  allege,  unconstitutional  or 
otherwise  unlawful,  rules  for  the  conduct  of  the  Skid  Row  Subdivision  Election,  including  online 
voting.  ( See  Exhibit  14.)  The  2017  Election  Manual  was  cmdely  adapted  2016  Neighborhood 
Council  Election  Manual,  the  document  that  provided  the  rules  for  the  2016  Neighborhood 
Council  candidate  elections.  No  member  of  the  SRNC-FC  ever  saw  the  final  2017  Election 
Manual  until  after  the  election. 

29.  Everyone  Counts.  Inc.  1E1C1  -  Everyone  Counts,  Inc.  is  the  Delaware  corporation 
contracted  by  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  to  administer  online  voting  for  the  Neighborhood  Council 
elections.  ( See  Exhibit  12.)  Everyone  Counts  designed  and  administered  the  online  voting 
platform  utilized  in  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election.  The  platform  was  accessible  to  registered 
voters  via  their  personal  electronic  devices  as  well  as  kiosks  found  at  Pop-Up  Polls. 

30.  Pop-Up  Polls  fPUPsl  -  PUPs  are  in-person  polling  locations  that  are  connected  to 
the  internet,  in  violation  of  California  law.  In  the  thirteen  days  leading  up  to  the  SRNC-FC 
Subdivision  Election,  DONE  established  twelve  PUPs,  nine  of  which  were  located  outside  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  proposed  SRNC-FC  subdivision,  in  violation  of  local  law.  ( See  Exhibit  17.)  To 
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vote  at  these  polling  locations,  DONE  required  Stakeholders  to  provide  extensive  documentation 
of  their  Stakeholder  status  to  poll  workers.  Homeless  persons  were  not  permitted  to  vote  at  PUPs. 
These  later  mandates,  Petitioners  argue,  were  issued  in  violation  of  Federal  law. 

31.  Stakeholder  Documentation  -  According  to  DONE,  because  DLANC  chose  to 
require  documentation  of  Stakeholder  status  in  its  2016  NC  election,  as  opposed  to  accepting 
voters’  self-affirmation  of  their  Stakeholder  status,  new  voters  in  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision 
Election  were  required  to  comply  with  the  documentation  requirements  implemented  in  DLANC ’s 
2016  NC  election.  These  requirements  are  detailed  in  a  twelve-page  document  DONE 
memorandum.  ( See  Exhibit  13.) 

STATEMENT  OF  FACTS 

The  Skid  Row  Community’s  Decades-Long  Quest  for  a  Neighborhood  Council 

32.  As  early  as  2001,  Skid  Row  community  activists  organized  efforts  to  obtain  their 
own  NC.  In  April  2002,  they  submitted  a  letter  of  intent  to  BONC  which  at  the  time,  was  the 
entity  in  charge  of  certifying  communities  as  NCs. 

Although  BONC  determined  Skid  Row’s  letter  of  intent  “did  not  meet  the  Board’s 
requirements,”  it  nevertheless  considered  adjusting  then-applicant  DLANC ’s  proposed 
boundaries  to  create  a  Skid  Row  Neighborhood  Council  at  the  time.  After  hearing  from  Skid  Row 
community  members  about  the  unique  issues  faced  by  their  community,  BONC  ultimately 
decided  it  would  not  give  the  Skid  Row  community  its  own  Neighborhood  Council,  citing  the 
size  of  the  Skid  Row  population  as  being  too  small.  If  the  Skid  Row  community’s  issues 
continued,  BONC  advised  community  members  to  “come  to  a  meeting  and  sign  a  paper  to  us, 
address  us,  if  there  is  a  concern.”  ( See  Exhibit  19.) 

33.  In  the  following  years,  the  complex  needs  of  the  Skid  Row  community  were,  if  not 
entirely  ignored,  grossly  neglected  by  DLANC  and  the  City  and  County  of  Los  Angeles.  SRNC- 
FC  members  identify  as  central  to  their  need  for  their  own  NC,  a  lack  of  concern  towards  their 
community’s  issues  experienced  at  DLANC  meetings  and  a  lack  of  representation  on  the 
DLANC  board  of  directors. 

\\ 
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Creation  of  the  Subdivision  Elections 

34.  On  November  25,  2015,  the  City  Council  instructed  the  City  Attorney  and  BONC 
to  develop  a  policy  permitting  “new  council  certification  for  [an]  area  being  removed  if  desired  at 
the  grass  roots  level.”  On  August  12,  2016,  the  City  Attorney  submitted  a  draft  ordinance  to  the 
City  Council  providing  for  “subdivision  election  procedures.”  ( See  Exhibit  22.)  On  September 
16,  2016,  the  Rules,  Elections,  Intergovernmental  Relations  and  Neighborhoods  Committee 
recommended  that  the  City  Council  adopt  the  City  Attorney’s  draft  ordinance  without 
amendment  and  the  City  Council  did  so  on  September  30,  2016.  ( See  Exhibit  23.) 

35.  The  ordinance  provides  that  “Ttlhe  Department  shall  conduct  an  election  within  the 
boundaries  stated  in  the  subdivision  petition  within  90  days  of  the  Department’s  approval  of  the 
subdivision  petition.”  [Emphasis  added.](Td-I  In  a  letter  documenting  his  experience  serving  on 
the  Neighborhood  Council  Plan  Review  &  Reform  committee  tasked  with  drafting  the  original 
subdivision  ordinance,  Joseph  Riser  further  confirms  that  the  phrase  “within  the  boundaries”  was 
“actually  and  very  specifically  added”  by  the  City  Attorney’s  office.  (Exhibit  24.)  It  indisputable 
that  City  Attorney  and  the  City  Council  clearly  intended  for  Subdivision  Elections  to  be 
conducted  within  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  subdivision. 

36.  The  “Regulations”  section  of  the  Subdivision  Ordinance  authorizes  DONE  to 
“promulgate  any  further  procedure,  rule,  or  regulation  necessary  for  the  administration  of  the 
subdivision  process  contained  in  this  section. . .”  Although,  DONE  was  at  all  times  under  a  duty 
to  “assist  all  groups  and  stakeholders  seeking  certification  so  that  they  will  have  an  equal 
opportunity  to  form  and  develop  Neighborhood  Councils. . ..  ”  ( See  Exhibit  1,  emphasis  added.) 
DONE  would  go  on  to  implement  regulations  governing  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election 
that  were  biased  against  the  SRNC-FC  and  that  ultimately  and  unlawfully  caused  the  SRNC- 
FC  to  lose  its  Subdivision  Election. 

The  SRNC-FC  Timely  Submits  its  Subdivision  Application 

37.  From  approximately  November  29,  2016  through  December  19,  2016,  the  SRNC- 
FC  timely  submitted  its  Subdivision  Application  to  DONE.  The  181-page  document  detailed 
the  SRNC-FC ’s  extensive  outreach  efforts  to  the  community,  and  included  a  map  of  its 
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proposed  boundaries,  as  well  as  over  200  petition  signatures,  and  letters  of  support  from 
community  organizations,  non-profits,  and  the  press.  ( See  Exhibit  15.) 

38.  On  January  11,  2017  DONE  accepted  the  SRNC-FC’s  Subdivision  Application, 
finding  it  to  be  complete.  (See  Exhibit  29.)  In  its  acceptance  letter,  DONE  indicated  it  would 
hold  a  Subdivision  Election  “within  90  days”  that  would  “include  a  polling  location  in  the 
proposed  Neighborhood  Council  boundaries  and  may  also  include  online  voting.”  (See  Exhibit 
30.)  On  January  12,  2017,  this  letter  was  forwarded  to  DLANC  and  HCNC  with  information 
about  how  the  proposed  SRNC  Subdivision  would  affect  each  of  their  boundaries 

39.  On  January  11,  2017  DONE  unilaterally  chose  Thursday,  April  6,  as  the  date  of  the 
SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election. 

40.  Neighborhood  Council  elections  have  always  occurred  at  a  single-polling  location. 
(Exhibit  13  at  pg.  7,  In.  7-18.)  However,  at  a  Febmary  15,  2017  Town  Hall  Meeting  at  the  James 
Woods  Community  Center  in  Skid  Row  convened  by  DONE  to  address  questions  about  the 
SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election,  DLANC  Stakeholders  expressed  concern  that  more  than  one 
polling  location  would  be  needed  for  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election. 

41.  Stephen  Box,  DONE’s  Director  of  Outreach  and  Communication,  addressed  the 
single-polling  location  issue: 

“[I]t’s  a  capacity  issue  and  I  apologize.  I  think  online  voting  would 
be  a  tremendous  opportunity  to  overcome  that  barrier  but  we  don’t 
have  the  permission,  we  don’t  have  the  mechanism  in  place.” 

“The  locations  is  a  resource  issue...” 

42.  Mike  Fong,  DONE’s  Director  of  Policy  and  Government  Relations,  addressed 
the  poll  location  issue: 

“[I]t  will  be  somewhere  within  the  proposed  boundaries  of  the  Skid 
Row  neighborhood  council-  that’s  the  way  that  Ordinance  was 
written,  and  so  that’s  the  way  the  election  will  be  held.  ” 

Mr.  Box  reaffirmed  Mr.  Fong’s  statement: 
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“It  needs  to  be  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Skid  Row  Formation 
Committee’s  proposed  map...” 

“Yes,  it  has  to  be  within  the  Skid  Row.  I  appreciate  the  fact  that 
you  ’re  thinking  good  and  hard.  ” 

(Exhibit  57 

43.  At  DONE’s  instruction,  the  SRNC-FC  convened  after  the  Town  Hall  Meeting  and 
chose  the  James  Woods  Community  Center,  a  facility  well-within  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed 
SRNC-FC  Subdivision,  as  its  polling  location. 

Online  Voting  at  Neighborhood  Council  Elections,  in  Violation  of  State  Law 

44.  Under  California  law,  voting  systems  are  not  permitted  to  be  connected  to  the 
internet  at  any  time  unless  the  system  has  been  specially  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  State  or 
specifically  authorized  by  California  Elections  Code  section  19209.  (Cal.  Elec.  Code  §§19205, 
19209(g).) 

45.  In  the  2016  NC  board  member  elections,  NCs  were  permitted  opt  into  an  online 
voting  test-pilot  program,  administered  by  E1C.  The  E1C  voting  platform  was  at  all  times 
connected  to  the  internet,  but  was  not  specially  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  State  or  otherwise 
authorized  by  law. 

46.  NCs  using  the  E1C  test-pilot  program  experienced  serious  difficulties  that  called 
the  integrity  of  the  E1C  voter  platform  into  question.  These  issues  were  well-documented. 
(Exhibit  25.)  In  the  Studio  City  NC  election,  for  example,  voter’s  usernames  and  passwords  were 
disclosed  to  incumbent  NC  councilmembers.  Another  issue  involved  voter  suppression  resulting 
from  DONE’s  extensive  Stakeholder  documentation  requirements.  DONE  itself  stated,  that  voter 
suppression  resulting  from  extensive  documentation  requirements,  is  “in  the  nationwide 
conversation  of  voter  suppression,  [is]  one  of  the  most  significant. .  .tools  for  excluding  voters.” 
(Id.) 

47.  As  a  result  of  these  and  other  issues,  on  June  29,  2016,  the  City  Council  suspended 
online  voting  and  requested  that  DONE  report  as  to  about  what  actions  it  would  take  to  improve 
the  online  voting  process  for  future  NC  elections.  (See  Exhibit  26.)  The  City  Council  retained 
discretion  to  determine  the  conditions  under  which  online  voting  could  be  reimplemented,  “after 
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Directors,  Estela  Lopez  and  Rena  Leddy,  were  central  organizers  of  United  DTLA’s  SRNC-FC 
voter  suppression  effort. 

56.  It  was  widely  understood  by  those  working  against  the  SRNC-FC  effort  that  the 
reimplementation  of  online  voting  for  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election  would  “flip  the  switch” 
and  automatically  register  1065  DLANC  and  HCNC  constituents  to  vote.  ( See  Exhibit  13.)  As 
such,  a  central  component  United  DTLA’s  effort  was  obtaining  Councilmember  Huizar’s 
agreement  to  reimplement  online  voting  shortly  before  the  SRNC-FC  election,  without  any 
measures  to  protect  the  fundamental  Constitutional  rights  of  SRNC-FC  constituents. 

57.  On  January  12,  2017,  upon  receiving  notification  that  the  SRNC-FC’s  Subdivision 
Application  had  been  accepted,  Executive  Director  of  the  HCBID  Blair  Besten,  called  a  meeting 
with  Councilmember  Jose  Huizar,  then-DLANC  Director  and  DIBID  Executive  Director  Estela 
Lopez,  and  Broadway  theater  owner  Michael  Delijani,  to  discuss  the  “Skid  Row  Neighborhood 
Council.”  ( See  Exhibit  27.) 

58.  At  some  point  after  organizing,  United  DTLA  formally  engaged  Mr.  Rockard 
Delgadillo’s  lobbying  firm,  Liner  LLP,  to  further  its  efforts.  These  efforts  have  largely  been 
concealed,  in  violation  of  the  Municipal  Lobbying  Ordinance.  Liner  LLP  did  not  initially  disclose 
any  lobbying  on  behalf  of  United  DTLA  in  Q1  or  Q2  of  2017  to  the  City  Ethics  Commission. 
Given  the  extensive  lobbying  done  by  Liner  on  behalf  of  United  DTLA  in  Q1  of  2017,  both  before 
and  after  United  DTLA’s  organization  as  a  Delaware  corporation,  Liner  very  likely  has  extensive 
outstanding  disclosures  of  lobbying  activity  against  the  SRNC-FC  on  behalf  of  individuals  and 
United  DTLA  in  Ql. 

59.  In  July  2017,  three  months  after  the  election,  Liner  LLP  late-amended  its  Q2 
disclosure  to  add  $45,000  in  contributions  from  United  DTLA.  The  disclosure  indicates  that 
United  DTLA  was  very  likely  organized  by  then-DLANC  Director  and  DBDID  Executive 
Director  Estela  Lopez,  as  it  lists  the  DBDID ’s  address  and  telephone  number  as  United  DTLA’s 
contact  information. 
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community  outreach  organization  in  Skid  Row.  Many  Skid  Row  community  members,  including 
homeless  community  members  arrived  to  find  that  they  were  unable  to  vote,  either  because  they 
were  homeless,  or  because  they  lacked  photo  ID  and/or  documentation  of  their  stakeholder  status. 

84.  On  April  4,  2017,  DONE  changed  the  time  for  the  April  5  PUP  at  4th  and  Main,  per 
requests  by  residents  in  the  building  invalidating  extensive  outreach  materials  printed  and  efforts 
made  by  the  SRNC-FC  whose  constituents  were  less  likely  to  have  regular  access  to  electronic 
communications  capable  of  conveying  such  last-minute  changes.  ( See  Exhibit  35.) 

Prohibiting  Homeless  Voters  from  Voting  Online  and  at  Certain  Polls 

85.  While  the  2016  Elections  Manual  provided  several  ways  for  homeless  persons  to 
vote  online  and  in  person,  these  rules  were  removed  from  the  2017  Election  Manual.  Instead,  the 
2017  Election  Manual  prohibits  homeless  persons  from  voting  online  or  at  PUPs.  ( See  Exhibit 
36.) 

86.  While  homeless  persons  were  still  permitted  to  self-affirm  their  stakeholder  status, 
they  were  limited  to  doing  so  at  the  April  6,  2017  poll,  which  was  open  at  the  James  Woods 
Community  Center  for  four  hours  only. 

87.  In  DONE’s  January  19,  2018  Report  Back  about  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision 
Election,  DONE  admits  that  homeless  voters  were  turned  away  from  its  PUPs.  (See  Exhibit  52.) 

Requiring  New  Voters  to  Adhere  to  DLANC’s  Documentation  Requirements 

88.  DONE  unilaterally  determined  that  the  voter  registration  procedures  in  place 
during  DLANC’s  2016  NC  Election  would  be  utilized  in  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election. 

The  City  Council,  far  from  issuing  any  policy  guidelines  or  safeguards  to  ensure  the  procedures 
for  new  voter  registration  in  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election  were  constitutionally  sound, 
prohibited  DONE  from  implementing  any  changes  from  the  previous  election. 

89.  The  2017  Elections  Manual  did  not  provide  any  means  by  which  persons  who  were 
not  homeless  but  who  lacked  photo  ID  and/or  Stakeholder  Documentation  could  register  to  vote, 
whether  in  person  or  online.  As  such,  new  voters  who  did  not  have  photo  ID  and/or  the  required 
Stakeholder  Documentation  were  unable  to  vote. 
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90.  Moreover,  due  to  the  late  circulation  of  the  2017  Election  Manual,  and  the  delayed 
and/or  limited  assistance  received  from  DONE  about  the  matter,  the  SRNC-FC  had  difficulty 
guiding  its  constituents  who  were  new  voters  with  the  voter  registration  process. 

91.  Moreover,  new  voters  who  did  have  such  documentation  had  high  registration 
failure  rates.  Assuming  a  new  voter  was  able  to  scan  in  and  upload  their  photo  ID  and 
Stakeholder  documentation  onto  the  E1C  platform,  the  registration  process  then  required 
someone  on  the  “backend”  of  the  platform  to  review  their  paperwork.  Once  approved,  the 
individual  would  be  issued  a  username  and  pin  by  email  or  U.S.  Mail,  which  they  could  use  to 
vote  online  remotely  or  at  a  “PUP,”  but  given  that  online  voting  was  implemented  only  two 
weeks  before  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election,  new  users  were  often  unable  to  complete  the 
voter  registration  process  in  time. 

92.  In  its  Report  Back  about  the  Subdivision  Election,  DONE  revealed  that  only  45% 
of  new  voters  attempting  to  register  to  vote  were  able  to  complete  their  registration  process  and 
vote.  ( See  Exhibit .) 

Bias  in  Registering  DLANC  Constituents  Listed  in  Rosters  to  Vote  Online 

93.  Rules  promulgated  in  the  2017  Subdivision  Manual  permitted  Community  Interest 
Stakeholders  to  register  to  vote  by  roster  if  their  community  interest  group  submitted  their  name  as 
part  of  its  membership  roster,  along  with  documentation  of  group’s  work  within  the  community. 

94.  A  significant  number  of  Skid  Row  community  members  whose  names  were 
submitted  to  DONE  on  rosters,  were  unable  to  vote  unless  they  went  to  the  polls.  Although 
DLANC  constituents  had  similar  issues,  it  appears  those  registering  with  SRNC-FC  organizations 
had  more  difficulty  obtaining  DONE’s  assistance.  ( See  Exhibit  42.) 

DONE’s  Distribution  and  Use  of  DLANC’s  Registered  Voter  Email  List 

95.  Last-minute  get-out-the-vote  efforts  to  preregistered  DLANC  constituents  were  easy 
to  accomplish  utilizing  email  lists  of  registered  voters  generated  by  DONE.  DONE  maintained 
these  email  lists,  which  they  had  provided  to  DLANC  subsequent  to  the  2016  NC  Election.  ( See 
Exhibit  24.)  As  such,  DLANC  had  every  opportunity  to  utilize  its  email  lists  in  the  90  days 
leading  the  election  to  conduct  voter  outreach,  but  chose  not  to  do  so. 
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96.  DLANC’s  registered  voter  email  list  was  never  provided  to  the  SRNC-FC. 

97.  On  April  3,  Mr.  Jacob  Van  Horn  forwarded  an  excel  file  which  he  appeared  to 
have  received  from  DLANC  President  Patti  Berman  that  contained  639  email  addresses  of 
preregistered  voters  to  several  DLANC  advocates.  ( See  Exhibit  24.) 

98.  DONE  also  used  the  DLANC  and  HCNC  registered  voter  email  lists  to  get  out 
the  vote  on  at  least  one  occasion.  On  March  March  24,  2017  at  5:41  p.m.,  DONE  sent  an  email  to 
these  voters  advising  them  about  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election  as  well  as  where,  when  and 
how  to  vote.  ( See  Exhibit  38.) 

DONE’s  Implicit  Consent  to  Electioneering  by  DLANC 

99.  While  the  2016  Election  Manual  and  the  Election  Challenge  Portal  prohibit 
electioneering  by  any  “Candidate,”  the  2017  Election  Manual  was  edited  DONE  so  that  only 
“Electioneering  by  Applicant,”  i.e.,  the  SRNC-FC,  would  be  the  only  conduct  subject  to  review  by 
DONE’s  Election  Challenge  procedures.  ( See  Exhibit  37.) 

100.  Because  the  SRNC-FC  never  received  an  official  2017  Election  Manual,  it  was 
unaware  of  this  limitation.  Moreover,  the  Election  Challenge  Portal  still  listed  “Electioneering  by 
Candidate”  under  its  instructions  and  in  the  drop-down  menu  that  Petitioner  Jeff  Page  used  to 
register  his  election  challenge. 

DLANC  Endorsed  Electioneering  by  United  DTLA  Using  DLANC’s  Logo 

101.  At  11:24  a.m.  on  May  31,  2017,  an  email  containing  DLANC’s  official  logo  and 
address  was  sent  by  UniteDTLA@gmail.com.  upon  information  and  belief,  to  those  DLANC 
and  HCNC  constituents  who  were  pre-registered  to  vote  in  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election. 
The  email,  titled  “Vote  No  on  Skid  Row  Separation,”  instructed  recipients  to  “Unite  Downtown 
-  Vote  NO  on  Skid  Row  Separation”  and  contained  a  URL  link  containing  the  name  “dlanc”  as 
well  as  DLANC’s  P.O.  Box  address  in  the  email’s  post-script.  Moreover,  upon  clicking  the 
“why  did  I  get  this?”  link  at  the  bottom  of  the  email,  recipients  were  directed  to  a  page  which 
provided,  “You  are  receiving  this  email  because  you  reside  within  the  designated  area  to  vote  in 
the  DTLA  Neighborhood  Council  Election.”  The  latter  page  also  listed  DLANC’s  P.O.  Box 
address  as  belonging  to  “Unite  DTLA.”  As  such,  it  appeared  that  an  entity  -  Unite  DLTA  - 
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was  utilizing  DLANC  resources,  including  DLANC’s  mailing  list  and  logo,  to  unlawfully 
solicit  votes.  ( See  Exhibit  39.) 

102.  At  12:31  p.m.,  after  receiving  the  above-email,  DLANC  President  Patti  Berman 
sent  an  email  titled  “email  issues”  to  an  unknown  number  of  individuals  with  DLANC  email 
accounts,  advising  them  to  update  certain  processes  to  ensure  functioning  email  access  going 
forward.  ( See  Exhibit  40.) 

103.  At  4:11  p.m.,  after  receiving  an  email  from  DLANC  Director  Andrew  Douglas 
who  expressed  concern  about  the  UniteDTLA@gmail.com  email,  DLANC  President  Patti 
Berman  emailed  UniteDTLA@gmail.com  and  asked  whoever  owned  the  account  to  refrain 
from  using  “this  logo  as  it  is  a  violation  of  City  policy.”  Contrary  to  statements  later  made  by 
Ms.  Berman  to  the  Regional  Grievance  Panel,  Ms.  Berman  did  not  immediately  address  the 
issue  and  when  she  did,  did  not  do  so  of  her  own  accord.  No  further  effort  was  made  by  Ms. 
Berman  or  DLANC  to  remedy  the  confusion  caused  by  this  solicitation  of  votes,  such  as  by 
sending  an  email  to  DLANC  registered  voters,  to  clarify  the  use  of  DLANC’s  logo  was 
unauthorized. 

104.  At  10:35  a.m.  on  April  1,  2017,  DTLAUnited@gmail.com  sent  an  email  to  the 
same  mailing  list.  The  email,  titled  “Vote  No  on  Skid  Row  Separation,”  contained  a  logo  that 
looked  confusingly  similar  to  DLANC’s  logo,  and  instmcted  its  recipients  to  “Vote  NO  on 
Skid  Row  Separation.”  No  effort  was  made  by  Ms.  Berman  or  DLANC  to  remedy  the  further 
confusion  caused  by  this  solicitation  of  votes.  (See  Exhibit  41.) 

Mismanagement  of  the  Final  Vote  Count 

105.  In  the  final  vote  canvass,  the  SRNC-LC  or  the  “Yes”  position,  received  766 
votes,  while  DLANC  or  the  “No”  position,  received  826  votes. 

106.  On  April  10,  2017,  Petitioner  Jeff  Page  requested  a  recount,  which  he  was 
entitled  to  under  California  law,  but  DONE  denied  his  request. 

107.  Through  Public  Records  Act  requests,  Petitioners  have  received  several 
documents  containing  voter  tallies,  none  of  which  seem  to  “add  up.” 

108.  Moreover,  DONE  was  contacted  by  E1C  in  the  days  after  the  election  about 
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duplicate  voters,  or  persons  that  had  voted  online  and  in  person,  of  which  it  identified  two. 
DONE  did  nothing  to  correct  or  verify  the  vote  count  after  receiving  notice  of  this  issue. 

Administrative  Hearing  by  the  Regional  Grievance  Panel 

109.  The  2017  Election  Manual  provides,  “[a]ny  Stakeholder  who  voted  in  the 
election  can  challenge  the  election  results  by  visiting  the  online  challenge  portal  found  at 
EmpowerLA.org  and  following  the  instructions  there.”  The  Election  Challenge  Portal  provides 
grounds  for  challenging  a  Neighborhood  Council  Election  including:  “Electioneering  by 
Candidate(s),  “Explicit  use  of  City  logo(s)  for  Campaign  Materials  by  Candidate(s)  (including 
Neighborhood  Council  logos),”  and  “Neighborhood  Council  Board  Endorsement.”  The  2017 
Election  Manual  provides  the  same  grounds  except  that  only  “Electioneering  by  Applicant”  is 
challengeable. 

110.  Per  the  Election  Challenge  Portal,  each  Election  Challenge  will  be  subject  to 
three  levels  of  review.  First,  DONE’s  initial  review  determines  if  the  challenge  is  timely. 
Second,  three  Independent  Election  Administers  (IEAs)  and  the  Office  of  the  City  Attorney 
review  the  challenge  to  determine  if  it  is  an  acceptable  type  of  challenge,  and  whether  it  has 
supporting  documentation  “that  proves  the  alleged  challenge  is... valid,  [and]  would  also  have 
made  a  difference  in  the  election  outcome.”  The  Subdivision  Election  Manual  provides  that 
“[challenges  without  such  supporting  documentation  will  automatically  be  rejected.”  Finally, 
accepted  challenges  are  subject  to  review  by  a  Neighborhood  Council  Regional  Grievance 
Panel  which  will  determine  whether  the  challenge  is  valid  “based  on  the  documentation 
submitted,  the  Department/City  Clerk  report  and  public  comment.”  If  the  Panel  determines  a 
challenge  is  valid,  it  must  “recommend  a  remedy,  to  be  implemented  by  the  Department.” 
(Emphasis  added.) 

111.  Election  Challenges  must  be  submitted  on  the  Election  Challenge  Portal  no  later 
than  five  (5)  calendar  days  after  the  date  of  the  election.  On  April  10,  2017,  Petitioner  Jeff 
Page  timely  submitted  three  Election  Challenges  to  the  Election  Challenge  Portal,  including 
Challenge  #103“Campaign  Material  Issues,”  Election  Challenge  #104  “Inappropriate 
Neighborhood  Council  endorsement  of  a  candidate,”  and  “Challenge  #105  “Electioneering  by 
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candidates.”  On  the  same  day,  Petitioner  Page  also  formally  requested  a  recount.  ( See  Exhibit 
39.) 

112.  On  or  about  April  14,  2017,  after  meeting  with  the  City  Attorney,  DONE  emailed 
Petitioners  and  accepted  each  of  the  three  Election  Challenges,  stating  “[DONE]  reviewed  the 
election  challenges,  and  will  be  convening  an  Election  Challenge  Review  Panel  to  resolve  the 
pending  challenges.”  DONE  also  rejected  Petitioner  Page’s  request  for  a  recount,  stating  that 
“the  ballots  were  already  counted  as  a  matter  of  routine.”  ( See  Exhibit  44.) 

113.  On  or  about  May  3,  2017,  DONE  emailed  Petitioners  an  Election  Challenge 
Panel  memorandum  that  provided  the  date,  time,  and  location  of  the  Election  Challenge  Panel, 
rules  governing  the  Panel  proceedings  and  a  report  dated  April  28,  2017  directed  to  the 
“Neighborhood  Council  Election  Challenge  Panelists”  that  stated  DONE’s  position  as  to  each 
Election  Challenge.  ( See  Exhibit  45.) 

114.  Per  the  memorandum,  the  written  evidence  the  Panel  may  consider  is  limited  to 
the  “filed  Election  Challenge,  up  to  three  Witness  Statements,  and  the  documents  uploaded 
with  the  Election  Challenge.”  However,  at  the  Panel,  the  City  Attorney  clarified  that  “the 
restriction  on  evidence  is  limited  to  the  challenging  side.”  At  the  Panel,  DLANC  was  permitted 
to  present  binders  containing  written  evidence  that  the  SRNC-FC  was  not  able  to  review  or 
rebut. 

115.  The  memorandum  thereafter  provides  for  “witness  testimony”  in  the  form  of 
opening  statements  and  rebuttals  by  the  person  filing  the  Election  Challenge,  any  party  who 
has  been  challenged  and  DONE.  Thereafter  the  Panel  is  permitted  to  question  the  witnesses 
and  hear  public  comment.  Finally,  the  Panel  was  instructed  to  deliberate  the  Election 
Challenges  and  provide  a  “recommended  determination  and  remedy  to  [DONE].” 

116.  The  report  attached  to  the  memorandum  is  titled  “Department  Report  on  Skid 
Row  Neighborhood  Council  Subdivision  Election.”  It  explains  the  “research”  DONE 
conducted  into  the  Election  Challenge,  its  findings  and  its  recommendation  that  Election 
Challenges  #104  and  #105  be  dismissed.  Regarding  Election  Challenge  #103,  DONE  stated 
that  its  findings  were  inconclusive. 
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117.  DONE’s  recommendation  as  to  Election  Challenge  #104,  “Neighborhood 
Council  Board  Endorsement”  was  based  on  DONE’s  findings  that  (1)  DLANC  did  not 
convene  and  vote  to  officially  endorse  a  position  in  the  election;  (2)  it  is  possible  that  a  third 
party  MailChimp  account  created  a  campaign  utilizing  DLANC ’s  logo,  website  and  address; 
and  (3)  that  there  was  no  information  about  a  “Vote  NO”  campaign  in  MailChimp  records 
provided  by  DLANC  President  Patti  Berman  to  DONE  at  DONE’s  request,  although  DONE 
noted  that  such  information  could  have  been  deleted. 

118.  DONE’s  recommendation  that  Election  Challenge  #105  was  based  on  wording  in 
the  2017  Election  Manual  which  limits  electioneering  violations  to  “Electioneering  by 
Applicant,”  which  DONE  found  applied  only  to  the  SRNC-FC  as  the  party  having  filed  the 
Subdivision  Application. 

119.  As  to  Election  Challenge  #103  “Explicit  Use  of  a  City  Logo,”  DONE  stated  that 
its  findings  were  “inconclusive... despite  researching  the  challenge  allegations”  but  that  it 
believed  for  Election  Challenge  #103  to  be  valid,  the  “Election  Challenge  Panel  would  have  to 
find  that  DLANC  or  someone  with  access  to  DLANC ’s  MailChimp  sent  the  initial  Unite 
DTLA  email  from  DLANC ’s  account  using  their  logo  and  resources  and  that  this  made  a 
difference  in  the  election  results.” 

120.  On  May  3,  2017,  the  Regional  Grievance  Panel  convened.  The  Panel  heard  from 
and  questioned  DONE  representative  Grayce  Liu,  DLANC  President  Patti  Berman,  Vice 
President  of  Administration  for  DLANC  Bob  Newman,  DLANC  MailChimp  Administrator 
Amara  Ononiwu,  and  Petitioner  Jeff  Page.  The  Panel  also  heard  public  comment  from 
Petitioner  Katherine  McNenny  and  several  other  members  of  the  downtown  Los  Angeles 
community,  many  who  expressed  outrage  over  DONE’s  administration  of  the  election. 
Following  the  proceedings,  the  Panel  publicly  deliberated  the  evidence  before  it,  and  made 
findings  of  fact  upon  which  it  based  its  determination  and  remedy.  The  Panel  generally  found 
that  the  2017  Election  Manual  was  a  hastily  edited  version  of  the  2016  Neighborhood  Council 
Election  Manual,  and  therefore  was  required  to  make  several  findings  of  law,  to  facilitate 
application  of  the  2017  Election  Manual  to  the  facts  of  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election. 
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“VII.  Campaigning”  in  the  2017  Subdivision  Election  Manual  which  provides  that  “the 
purpose  of  [the  provision  governing  use  of  a  City  logo]  is  to  prevent  candidates  or  supporters 
of  candidates  from  campaigning  under  the  express  or  implied  endorsement  or  authorization 
of. .  .a  Neighborhood  Council  and  prevent  voter  confusion”  and  found  that  DLANC’s  failure  to 
correct  the  confusion  that  resulted  from  the  MailChimp  campaign  constituted  “explicit  use  of  a 
City  Logo  by  a  Candidate.”  ( Emphasis  added.)  The  Panel  also  found  that  because 
approximately  1388  of  1590  or  87%  of  the  votes  were  cast  online,  the  campaign  “logically” 
made  a  difference  in  the  election  outcome.  Based  on  its  findings,  the  Panel  unanimously 
upheld  Election  Challenge  #103. 

122.  As  for  Election  Challenge  #104,  “Neighborhood  Council  Board  Endorsement,” 
the  Panel  upheld  the  Challenge  based  on  the  same  findings  and  rationale. 

123.  As  for  Election  Challenge  #105,  “Electioneering  by  Applicant,”  the  Panel  found 
that  Electioneering  applied  to  the  email  campaign  because,  while  section  “VIII. 

Electioneering”  in  the  2017  Election  Manual  did  discuss  electioneering  as  it  related  to  conduct 
at  physical  polling  locations,  email  campaigns  could  be  said  to  be  conducted  everywhere,  and 
moreover,  the  2017  Election  Manual  was  edited  hastily.  The  Panel  found  that  because 
approximately  1388  of  1590  or  about  87%  of  the  votes  were  cast  online,  the  campaign 
“logically”  made  a  difference  in  the  election  outcome.  The  Panel  voted  two-to-one  to  uphold 
this  challenge  over  a  disagreement  about  whether  the  term  “Applicant”  was  the  controlling 
definition  as  the  Election  Challenge  Portal  permits  “Electioneering  by  Candidate.” 

124.  Finally,  the  Panel  found  that  because  there  were  two  “candidates”  in  the 
Subdivision  Election  (the  “yes”  and  “no’  positions),  that  both  of  these  positions  were  affected 
and  that  therefore,  every  “seat”  on  the  ballot  was  affected.  As  such,  a  new  election  was  an 
appropriate  remedy. 

125.  Based  on  its  findings,  the  Panel  voted  to  sustain  all  three  Election  Challenges  and 
issued  an  “Election  Challenge  Panel  Determination”  on  DONE  letterhead  providing  that  the 
following  remedy  be  applied  to  the  three  Election  Challenges: 
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The  Election  Challenge  Panel  combined  the  remedies  for  challenges 
#103,  104  and  105  to:  within  60  days  there  shall  be  an  independent 
investigation  to  determine  if  any  laws  were  broken  and  how  many 
votes  were  affected;  if  the  number  of  votes  affected  is  greater  than  the 
vote  difference  in  the  election,  then  the  election  result  shall  be 
overturned.  Within  90  days,  if  the  election  result  is  not  changed  after 
the  investigation  above,  then  the  election  shall  be  held  again,  without 
online  voting. 

126.  On  May  19,  2017  DONE  rejected  the  Panel’s  determination,  provided  in  the 
“Election  Challenge  Panel  Determination”  letter,  and  informed  Petitioner  Jeff  Page  that  it  would 
“certify  the  April  6th,  2017  election  results  as  final.”  DONE  further  stated  that  Petitioners  could 
reapply  when  DONE  next  accepted  applications,  sometime  in  October  2018.  ( See  Exhibit  45.) 

127.  The  Subdivision  Rules  and  Regulations  provide  that  “remedies  can  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to,  letters  of  correction/reprimand,  disqualification  of  candidates  or  voters, 
Neighborhood  Council  funding  penalties  and  referral  to  the  City  Attorney’s  Office  for  criminal 
prosecution.”  The  Rules  and  Regulations  further  provide  that  “if  a  challenge  is  found  to  be  valid, 
remedies  will  be  narrowly  interpreted  to  affect  only  the  voters,  candidates  or  seats  affected”  and 
that  “[rjedoing  an  entire  election  is  not  a  remedy  unless  the  challenge  affected  every  seat  on  the 
ballot.” 

128.  DONE  rejected  the  Panel’s  new  election  remedy  after  finding  that  “seat,”  in  this 
election,  was  analogous  to  “vote”  and  because  not  every  vote  was  cast  online,  not  all  votes  were 
affected  by  the  MailChimp  campaign.  This  finding  is  not  supported  by  the  fact  that  there  were 
two  positions  in  the  election,  “Yes”  and  “No”  that  were  both  affected  by  the  campaign  and  that, 
by  analogy,  the  only  seat  in  the  election,  formation  of  a  Skid  Row  Neighborhood  Council,  was 
also  affected. 

129.  Nothing  in  the  Subdivision  Election  Rules  and  Regulations  grants  DONE 
discretion  to  reject  the  Panel’s  recommendation,  although  it  does  provide  that  the  “Regional 
Panel  determination  cannot  be  appealed.”  Per  the  Subdivision  Election  Rules  and  Regulations 
that  DONE  is  required  to  interpret  remedies  (“if  a  challenge  is  found  to  be  valid,  remedies  will 
be  narrowly  interpreted  to  affect  only  the  voters,  candidates,  or  seats  affected.”) 

130.  In  sum,  Petitioners  allege  that  they  were  deprived  a  fair  hearing  and  due  process 
of  law  by  DONE,  who  demonstrated  a  clear  bias  towards  DLANC  by  green-lighting  online 
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voting  without  advocating  for  protections  for  low-income  SRNC-FC  constituents,  by 
publishing  rules  that  were  biased  against  the  SRNC-FC  and  failing  to  give  the  SRNC-FC 
adequate  notice  of  them,  including  by  establishing  all  but  three  PUPs  outside  of  the  proposed 
subdivision  boundaries,  implementing  DLANC’s  voter  registration  policies,  despite 
discrediting  the  same  requirements  in  its  own  report  months  earlier,  utilizing  email  lists  of  pre¬ 
registered  DLANC  voters  to  get  out  the  vote  and  make  last  minute  changes  to  polling 
locations,  and  by  readily  assisting  DLANC  constituents  with  registering  to  vote  while  being 
less  helpful  to  SRNC-FC  constituents,  by  mismanaging  the  vote  count,  failing  to  fully 
investigate  the  actions  upon  which  Petitioners’  Election  Challenges  were  based,  including  by 
failing  to  issuing  a  subpoena  to  MailChimp,  by  ignoring  the  findings  and  recommend  remedy 
of  the  Panel,  all  of  which  fatally  undermined  the  SRNC-FC ’s  quest  to  be  certified  as  the  Skid 
Row  Neighborhood  Council. 

131.  After  suffering  irreparable  injury  because  Respondents’  actions,  have  denied  the 
SRNC-FC  certification  as  an  official  government  entity  and  Petitioners  Jeff  Page  and 
Katherine  McNenny  admission  into  the  public  officers  to  which  they  would  otherwise  have 
been  entitled,  Petitioners  have  exhausted  their  administrative  remedies  and  respectfully  appeal 
to  this  Court  to  assist  them  in  the  vindication  of  their  rights  and  the  rights  of  their  constituents. 

FIRST  CAUSE  OF  ACTION 
(Traditional  Mandamus) 

[To  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  and  DONE  for  Discrimination  Against  the  Homeless] 

132.  Petitioner  incorporates  all  paragraphs  in  this  Petition  by  reference,  as  if  they  were 
fully  set  forth  herein,  verbatim. 

133.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  have  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  outcome  of  the 
proceedings  because  DONE’s  unconstitutional  policy  towards  homeless  voters  denied  and/or 
abridged  their  fundamental  right  to  vote  and  consequendy  denied  Petitioners  admission  into  the 
public  offices  to  which  they  would  otherwise  have  been  entitled. 

134.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  do  not  have  any  other  plain,  speedy  or  adequate 
remedy  at  law  because  DONE’s  actions  denied  Petitioners  a  fair  election,  and  without  this  Court’s 
intervention,  Petitioners  will  be  required  to  redo  their  campaign,  an  endeavor  requiring 
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140.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  do  not  have  any  other  plain,  speedy  or  adequate 
remedy  at  law  because  DONE’s  actions  denied  Petitioners  a  fair  election,  and  without  this  Court’s 
intervention,  Petitioners  will  be  required  to  redo  their  campaign,  an  endeavor  requiring 
substantial  time  and  resources.  Moreover,  failing  to  remedy  the  wrong  committed  will  irreparably 
harm  an  already  marginalized  community  by  signaling  to  them  that  the  wealth  of  a  few  is  more 
important  than  protecting  the  fundamental  rights  of  the  people..  Petitioners  seek  to  represent  the 
interests  of  the  Black  community  before  their  City  government  but  must  be  voted  into  office 
before  they  can  do  so. 

141.  DONE’s  rules  prohibiting  homeless  voters  from  voting  online  and  at  PUPs 
disparately  impacted  the  voting  rights  of  the  62%  Black  homeless  population.  DONE’s  voter 
registration  requirements,  which  make  presentation  of  a  Photo  ID  and  documentation  of 
Stakeholder  status  a  prerequisite  to  registration,  denied  and  abridged  the  voting  rights  of  the 
Black  population  in  Skid  Row.  The  disparate  impact  on  this  population  is  intimately  connected 
with  a  long  history  of  discrimination  against  the  Black  community  in  the  City  of  Los  Angeles, 
including  and  in  particular  by  the  criminal  justice  system,  via  the  cycle  of  recidivism  that  often 
pauses  in  Skid  Row,  as  well  as  the  long  history  of  underrepresentation  of  Blacks  in  City  Council, 
and  the  lack  of  local  government’s  responsiveness  to  the  Black  community’s  needs. 

142.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  respectfully  request  the  Court  mandate  that  DONE 
void  its  above  policies,  which  violated  section  2  of  the  Voting  Rights  Act,  and  adjust  the  vote 
count  in  favor  of  the  SRNC-FC  upwards,  to  remedy  DONE’s  invidious  discrimination  against 
Black  voters  in  Skid  Row. 

THIRD  CAUSE  OF  ACTION 
(Traditional  Mandamus) 

[To  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  and  DONE  -  Unconstitutional  Online  Voting  and  Voter 

Outreach] 

143.  Petitioner  incorporates  all  paragraphs  in  this  Petition  by  reference,  as  if  they  were 
fully  set  forth  herein,  verbatim. 

144.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  have  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  outcome  of  the 
proceedings  because  DONE’s  unconstitutional  policies  and  practices  that  disadvantaged  low- 
income  voters  without  internet  access,  denied  and/or  abridged  low-income  Skid  Row  community 
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members’  fundamental  right  to  vote,  and  consequendy  denied  Petitioners  admission  into  the 
public  offices  to  which  they  would  otherwise  have  been  entitled. 

145.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  do  not  have  any  other  plain,  speedy  or  adequate 
remedy  at  law  because  DONE’s  actions  denied  Petitioners  a  fair  election,  and  without  this  Court’s 
intervention,  Petitioners  will  be  required  to  redo  their  campaign,  an  endeavor  requiring 
substantial  time  and  resources.  Moreover,  failing  to  remedy  the  wrong  committed  will  irreparably 
harm  an  already  marginalized  community  by  signaling  to  them  that  protecting  the  wealth  of  a  few 
is  more  important  than  protecting  the  fundamental  rights  of  the  people. 

146.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  seek  each  relief  under  traditional  mandamus 

A.  DONE  colluded  with  the  City  Council  and  other  downtown  Los  Angeles 
development  interests  to  reimplement  online  voting  for  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election  only, 
just  two  weeks  before  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election. 

B.  DONE  determined  that  DLANC’s  2016  Neighborhood  Council  Election  voter 
registration  policies  would  be  the  policies  applicable  in  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election, 
while  at  the  same  time,  unilaterally  changing  previous  policies  to  prohibit  homeless  voters  from 
voting  online  or  at  PUPs. 

C.  DONE  automatically  registered  over  1000  DLANC  and  HCNC  constituents  for 
online  voting  after  advising  Stakeholders  present  at  the  February  15,  2017  Town  Hall  Meeting 
that  “the  only  pre-registration,  if  there  were  online  voting,  they  could  register  online,  ahead  of 
time.” 

D.  DONE  created  and  distributed  an  email  list  of  pre-registered  DLANC 
constituents  to  DLANC  board  members,  and  used  the  email  list  to  send  important  updates 
about  the  election  including  detailed  instructions  about  where  and  how  to  vote. 

E.  DONE  worked  with  DLANC  representatives  to  pick  the  location  of  the  PUPs, 
ultimately  placing  nine  of  them  in  locations  that  were  more  accessible  to  DLANC  constituents. 

F.  DONE  did  not  advise  Petitioners  about  the  first  of  only  three  PUPs  located 
within  the  SRNC-FC  subdivision  boundaries  until  the  day  of  the  PUP. 
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boundaries  less  24  hours  before  the  PUP  was  to  set-to  open. 

H.  DONE  personally  assisted  DLANC  constituents  in  obtaining  access  to  their 
online  voting  accounts,  while  directing  SRNC-FC  constituents  who  were  having  difficulty  to 
vote  in  person. 

147.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  respectfully  request  that  the  Court  mandate  that 
DONE  refrain  from  implementing  online  voting  in  Neighborhood  Council  elections,  and 
adjust  the  vote  count  in  favor  of  the  SRNC-FC  upwards,  to  remedy  DONE’s  invidious 
discrimination  against  low-income  voters  in  Skid  Row. 

FOURTH  CAUSE  OF  ACTION 
(Traditional  Mandamus  and  Injunctive  Relief) 

[To  the  City  Council  and  DONE  for  Unlawful  Online  Voting] 

148.  Petitioner  incorporates  all  paragraphs  in  this  Petition  by  reference,  as  if  they  were 
fully  set  forth  herein,  verbatim. 

149.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  have  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  outcome  of  the 
proceedings  because  DONE’s  violation  of  the  law  denied  Petitioners  admission  into  the  public 
offices  to  which  they  would  otherwise  have  been  entitled. 

150.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  do  not  have  any  other  plain,  speedy  or  adequate 
remedy  at  law  because  DONE’s  actions  denied  Petitioners  a  fair  election,  and  Petitioners  would 
otherwise  be  required  to  redo  their  campaign,  an  endeavor  requiring  substantial  time  and 
resources. 

151.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  seek  relief  under  traditional  mandamus  on  the 
grounds  that  the  City  Council  and  DONE  were  not  legally  permitted  to  implement  online  voting 
in  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election.  (See  Cal.  Elec.  Code  §  19209(g)  (a  voting  system  pilot 
program  shall  not  be  conducted  in  a  legally  binding  election  without  the  prior  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  State);  and  Cal.  Elec.  Code  §  19205  (no  voting  system  shall  be  connected  to  the 
internet  at  any  time).  While  the  Los  Angeles  City  Council  did  approve  on-line  voting  in  council 
file  15-1022-S2  on  (Ordinance  Number  185606).  The  City  Council  did  not  receive  approval  from 
the  Secretary  of  State  for  its  pilot  program  or  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election. 
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(Traditional  Mandamus) 

[To  DONE  -  Vote  Recount  Under  Cal.  Elec.  Code  §  15620] 

160.  Petitioner  incorporates  all  paragraphs  in  this  Petition  by  reference,  as  if  they 
were  fully  set  forth  herein,  verbatim. 

161.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  have  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  outcome  of  the 
proceedings  because  DONE’s  violation  of  the  law  denied  Petitioners  admission  into  the  public 
offices  to  which  they  would  otherwise  have  been  entitled. 

162.  On  April  10,  2017,  Petitioner  Jeff  Page  emailed  DONE  General  Manager 
Grayce  Liu  and  other  DONE  officials  and  requested  a  recount  of  votes  cast  in  the  SRNC-FC 
Subdivision  Election. 

163.  On  April  14,  2017,  DONE  refused  to  conduct  a  recount,  stating  its  policy  was 
to 

164.  Cal.  Elec.  Code  §  15620  entided  Petitioners  to  a  recount  if  requested  within 
five  days  of  certification  of  the  election  results. 

165.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  do  not  have  any  other  plain,  speedy  or  adequate 
remedy  at  law  because  on  April  14,  2017,  DONE  refused  to  conduct  a  recount. 

166.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  have  a  beneficial  interest  in  an  accurate  vote  tally. 

167.  Petitioners  therefore  respectfully  request  that  this  Court  mandate  that  DONE 
conduct  a  recount  pursuant  to  the  rules  government  recount  found  in  California  Code  of 
Regulations  section  20810  et.  al. 

SEVENTH  CAUSE  OF  ACTION 
(Traditional  Mandamus) 

[To  Respondent  DONE] 

168.  Plaintiffs  reallege  and  incorporate  the  allegations  set  forth  in  this  Petition  by 
reference,  as  if  they  were  fully  set  forth  herein,  verbatim. 

169.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  have  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  outcome  of  the 
proceedings. 

170.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  do  not  have  any  other  plain,  speedy  or  adequate 
remedy  at  law  because  DONE’s  actions  denied  Petitioners  a  fair  election  and  admission  to  the 
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proceeding,  DONE  made  further  findings  and  issued  its  “Final  Determination”  that  rejected  the 
determination  of  the  Panel. 

177.  DONE’s  decision  substantially  affected  the  fundamental  rights  of  Petitioners,  and 
each  of  them,  and  their  constituents,  therefore  requiring  this  Court  to  independendy  weigh  the 
evidence  relevant  to  Petitioners  Election  Challenges  in  reviewing  DONE’s  decision. 

178.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  seek  relief  under  administrative  mandamus,  in  that 
DONE  proceeded  without  or  in  excess  of  jurisdiction  by  rejecting,  instead  of  interpreting  and 
implementing,  the  Panel’s  determination  as  to  the  Election  Challenges. 

179.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  seek  further  relief  under  administrative  mandamus 
on  the  grounds  that  they  were  denied  a  fair  hearing  because  DONE  was  biased  against  them  and 
that  its  final  determination  was  an  unauthorized  appeal  that  denied  Petitioners  due  process  of 
law. 

180.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  seek  further  relief  under  administrative  mandamus  in 
that  DONE  abused  its  discretion  by  not  proceeding  as  required  by  law. 

181.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  seek  further  relief  under  administrative  mandamus  in 
that  DONE’s  decision  to  reject  each  of  the  three  Election  Challenges  was  not  supported  by  it  and 
the  City  Attorneys  initial  findings  that  Election  Challenges  #103-105  were  valid  challenges  with 
adequate  supporting  documentation,  permitting  the  Panel  to  make  further  findings  and  issue  its 
decision. 

182.  Petitioners,  and  each  of  them,  seek  further  relief  under  administrative  mandamus 
on  the  grounds  that  DONE,  in  its  final  determination,  abused  its  discretion  by  making  the 
following  findings  which  were  not  supported  by  the  evidence: 

A.  DONE  made  a  finding  of  fact  that  DLANC  President  Patti  Berman  did  not 
“implicitly  allow  a  ‘candidate’  to  use  the  DLANC  logo”  because  Patti  Berman  emailed  the  sender 
of  the  first  MailChimp  email,  UniteDTLA@gmail.com.  and  asked  them  to  refrain  from  using 
DLANC ’s  logo  and  the  logo  was  removed  from  the  MailChimp  campaign  “within  a  day,  when  a 
new  ‘Vote  No’  email  was  sent  out  again  by  Unite  DTLA.”  This  finding  is  not  supported  by  the 
evidence,  which  demonstrates  the  second  email  was  sent  by  a  different  entity, 
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DTLAUnited@gmail.com.  utilizing  a  different  but  confusingly  similar  looking  logo,  and  that  Ms. 
Berman  did  not  take  any  further  corrective  action  to  address  DTLAUnited@gmail.com  or  its 
mailing  list,  and  that  the  purpose  of  the  rule  against  use  of  the  logo  is  to  prevent  “candidates”  and 
their  supporters  from  confusing  voters,  amongst  other,  newly  uncovered  evidence,  that 
demonstrates  Ms.  Berman  did  implicidy  allow  a  candidate  to  use  the  DLANC  logo,  and  even  had 
distributed  the  DLANC  email  list  in  the  days  leading  up  to  the  election,  and  that  other  DLANC 
Directors  including  Rena  Leddy  and  Estela  Lopez,  were  closely  connected  to  an  entity  known  as 
United  Downtown  Los  Angeles  LLC,  which  was  often  referred  to  as  “United  DTLA.”  Petitioners 
accordingly  request  that  the  Court  exercise  its  independent  judgment  to  find  that  DLANC  did 
allow  a  candidate  to  use  the  DLANC  logo. 

B.  DONE  made  a  finding  of  fact  and/or  law  that  the  Election  Challenge  #104 
Endor2017  Election  Manual  required  DLANC  to  convene  and  vote  to  support  a  position  however 
this  finding  is  not  supported  by  substantial  evidence  because  DONE  initially  accepted  the 
challenge  as  valid  and  principles  of  statutory  interpretation  require  the  plain  meaning  of  words  to 
control.  Petitioners  accordingly  request  that  the  Court  exercise  its  independent  judgment  to  find 
DLANC  did  endorse  a  “candidate.” 

C.  DONE  made  a  finding  of  fact  that  Challenge  #105  Electioneering  by  an  Applicant 
only  applied  to  the  SRNC-FC,  ignoring  the  fact  that  DONE  changed  the  rule  from  Candidate  to 
Applicant  at  the  last  minute  to  further  advantage  DLANC,  that  the  new  rule  was  never  delivered 
to  Petitioners,  and  the  fact  that  the  Election  Challenge  Portal  continues  to  permit  electioneering 
challenges  against  all  “Candidates.”  Petitioners  therefore  request  that  the  Court  exercise  its 
independent  judgment  to  permit  electioneering  challenges  against  Candidates. 

D.  DONE  made  a  finding  of  fact  that  the  conduct  alleged  in  the  Election  Challenges 
did  not  make  a  difference  in  the  “Election  Outcome,”  which  is  not  supported  by  the  fact  that  87% 
of  the  votes  were  cast  online,  and  at  least  one  person  at  the  Panel  testified  that  they  did  not  vote  as 
a  result  of  the  MailChimp  campaign.  Petitioners  therefore  request  that  the  Court  exercise  its 
independent  judgment,  in  light  of  this  and  newly  discovered  evidence  to  determine  the  extent  to 
which  the  “Election  Outcome”  was  affected. 

41 


VERIFIED  SECOND  AMENDED  PETITION  FOR  WRIT  OF  MANDATE,  ADMINISTRATIVE 

MANDAMUS,  AND  DECLARATORY  RELIEF 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


E.  DONE  made  a  finding  that  each  “vote”  was  a  “seat”  and  that  therefore,  not  all  seats 
on  the  ballot  were  affected  by  the  Election  Challenge.  The  Panel  made  findings  that  DONE 
negligently  amended  its  election  manuals  causing  confusing,  and  that  the  positions  “Yes”  and 
“No”  were  “Candidates”  for  the  purposes  of  the  SRNC-FC  Subdivision  Election,  that  each  of  the 
Candidates  were  affected  by  the  conduct  alleged  in  the  Election  Challenges,  and  that  accordingly 
every  “seat  on  the  ballot”  was  affected.  Petitioners  accordingly  request  that  the  Court  exercise 
independent  judgment  to  determine  that  “Yes”  and  “No”  were  Candidates  in  the  election  and  that 
therefore,  the  “No”  Candidate  is  subject  to  the  Election  Challenge  remedy  of  disqualification. 

183.  Petitioners  therefore  respectfully  request  that  the  Court  permit  limited  discovery 
into  evidence  that  Petitioners,  exercising  reasonable  diligence,  could  not  have  produced  at  the 
Panel,  and  permit  Petitioners  to  submit  said  evidence  to  the  Court  for  the  exercise  of  its 
independent  judgment  as  to  who  was  responsible  for  and  how  many  votes  were  affected  by  the 
conduct  raised  in  the  Election  Challenges.  Petitioners  further  request  that  the  Court  mandate 
DONE  reinstitute  the  Panel’s  findings  that  the  Election  Challenges  be  sustained,  by  changing  the 
determination  on  the  EmpowerLA.com  website. 

NINTH  CAUSE  OF  ACTION 

(Declaratory  Relief) 

184.  Plaintiffs  reallege  and  incorporate  the  allegations  set  forth  in  this  Petition  by 
reference,  as  if  they  were  fully  set  forth  herein,  verbatim. 

185.  Section  904(d)  of  the  Los  Angeles  City  Charter  provides  that  the  Department  of 
Neighborhood  Empowerment’s  “[rjegulations  must  ensure  that  all  areas  of  the  City  are  given 
an  equal  opportunity  to  form  neighborhood  councils.”  Moreover,  section  904(f)  states  that  the 
“Regulations  shall  not  restrict  the  method  by  which  the  members  of  a  neighborhood  council 
are  chosen,  if  the  process  otherwise  satisfies  the  requirements  of  this  Article.” 

186.  When  DONE  revised  its  2016  Election  Manual  to  create  the  2017  Election 
Manual,  DONE  established  a  regulation  that  requires  a  given  subdivision  election  “to  follow 
the  election  procedures  of  Neighborhood  Councils  that  are  subject  to  the  proposed 
subdivision.” 

187.  The  SRNC-FC  alleges  that  it  was  denied  an  equal  opportunity  to  form  a 
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neighborhood  council  when  it  was  required  to  utilize  existing  election  procedures  chosen  by 
DLANC,  the  neighborhood  council  from  which  it  sought  to  subdivide.  This  is  particularly  true 
because  the  community  that  the  SRNC-FC  sought  to  represent  is  a  low-income  and 
traditionally  marginalized  community,  whereas  the  surrounding  community  is  a  more  affluent 
community  that  would  not  be  disenfranchised  by  its  own  election  procedures,  such  as  the 
ability  to  vote  online  or  the  requirement  that  stakeholders  document,  rather  than  self-affirm, 
their  stakeholder  status. 

188.  The  SRNC-FC  further  alleges  that  because  it  called  the  Subdivision  Election,  the 
requirement  that  it  follow  DLANC ’s  election  procedures  was  a  regulation  that  improperly 
“restrictfed]  the  method  by  which  the  members  of  a  neighborhood  council  are  chosen”  in 
violation  of  section  904(f). 

189.  The  SRNC-FC  seeks  a  declaration  that  DONE’s  policy  regarding  choice  of 
election  procedures  in  a  given  subdivision  election  violates  section  904(d)  and  (f)  of  the  City 
Charter  in  that  it  fails  to  provide  all  “areas  of  Los  Angeles. .  .an  equal  opportunity  to  form 
Neighborhood  Councils”  and  that  it  is  an  unlawful  restriction  on  the  method  by  which 
members  of  a  Neighborhood  Councils  are  chosen”  and  that  the  only  acceptable  policy  is  to 
permit  Subdivision  Applicants  to  choose  election  procedures  that  are  sensitive  to  the  needs  of 
the  community  that  they  seek  to  represent. 

\\ 

\\ 

w 

PRAYER  FOR  JUDGMENT 

WHEREFORE,  Petitioner  prays  judgment  as  follows: 

1.  For  a  Preemptory  Writ  of  Mandate  directing  DONE  to  discontinue  its  policies 
that  deny  or  abridge  homeless  persons  fundamental  right  to  vote  under  article  I,  section  7  of  the 
California  Constitution  and  section  2  of  the  Voting  Rights  Act.  by  refusing  to  let  them  vote  at 
every  polling  location. 
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2.  For  a  Preemptory  Writ  of  Mandate  directing  DONE  to  discontinue  its  policies 
which  violate  section  2  of  the  Voting  Rights  Act. 

3.  For  a  Preemptory  Writ  of  Mandate  directing  DONE  to  discontinue  its  photo  ID 
and  voter  registration  requirements  that  violate  article  I,  section  7  of  the  California  Constitution, 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the  United  States  Constitution. 

4.  For  a  Preemptory  Writ  of  Mandate  directing  DONE  to  adjust  the  “Yes”  vote  count 
upwards  by  at  least  ten  percent  (10%),  to  remedy  DONE’s  invidious  discrimination  against 
homeless,  Black,  and  low-income  voters  in  Skid  Row. 

5.  For  a  Preemptory  Writ  of  Mandate  directing  the  City  Council  to  void  its  action 
that  re-implemented  online  voting  and  directing  DONE  to  disqualify  all  votes  cast  utilizing  the 
E1C  online  voting  platform. 

6.  For  a  Preemptory  Writ  of  Mandate  directing  DONE  to  disqualify  all  votes  cast  at 
polls  outside  of  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  Skid  Row  Neighborhood  Council  subdivision, 
including  those  votes  cast  online,  and  omit  them  from  the  final  vote  tally; 

7.  For  a  Preemptory  Writ  of  Mandate  ordering  DONE  to  accept  the  determination  by 
the  Respondent  Regional  Grievance  Panel  as  a  final  determination  and  change  the  outcome  of  the 
determinations  on  its  empowerla.org  website. 

8.  For  a  Writ  of  Administrative  Mandamus,  directing  DONE  to  interpret  and 
implement  the  findings  of  the  Regional  Grievance  Panel,  in  a  manner  that  is  consistent  with  the 
findings  of  this  Court. 

9.  For  a  declaration  that  DONE’s  policy  that  leaves  choice  of  election  procedures  to 
the  existing  Neighborhood  Council  violates  section  904(d)  and  (f)  of  the  Los  Angeles  City 
Charter. 

10.  For  reasonable  attorney’s  fees  pursuant  to  C.C.P.  §  1021.5  and  Gov.  Code  §  900; 

11.  For  costs  of  this  proceeding  and  costs  of  suit;  and 

12.  For  such  other  and  further  relief  as  the  Court  may  deem  just  and  proper,  including, 

but  not  limited  to,  referral  to  the  District  Attorney’s  office  for  further  review  and  investigation. 

DATED:  July  20,  2018  The  Law  Office  of  Christine  Challoner 
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